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AMENDIVENT TO THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
CPERABLE UNNT TWD
VWH TMOYER LABORATCRI ES SUPERFUND SI TE

I. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

Site Nane: Wi t noyer Laboratories Superfund Site

Site Location: Myer st own, Lebanon County, Pennsyl vani a

Lead Agency: U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |11

("EPA" or "Agency")

Support Agency: Pennsylvani a Departnent of Environnental
Protection ("PADEP")

A Record of Decision ("ROD') for the Wiitnoyer Laboratories Superfund Site ("Site") for Operable
Unit Two ("QOU2") was issued on Decenber 17, 1990. This Anendnment to the Record of Decision ("Anendment”) is
i ssued in accordance with Section 117(c) of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act, as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 ("CERCLA'), 42 U.S.C °
9617(c), and 40 CF.R ©° 300.435(c) (2) (I). This Arendnent has been prepared to docunent the nature of the
change nade to the selected renedy identified in the ROD for QJ2; to sumarize the information that led to
the nmaki ng of the change; and to affirmthat the revised renedy conplies with the statutory requirenents of
CERCLA ° 121, 42 U.S. C. ° 9621. The anendment fundarentally alters the renedy selected in the ROD for QU2
with respect to scope, perfornmance, and cost. This Amendnent is incorporated into the Adm nistrative Record
for the Site 1.

New i nf ormati on becane avail able following the issuance of the Record of Decision which gave rise to
the need for an amendnent. Specific infornation acquired during the renedial design and related activities
included the follow ng:

1. Excavation of wastes |ocated within the on-site vault reveal ed four major categories of
materials: contaminated soil; aniline still-bottomtars; a mxture of carbon/tar; and cal ci um
arsenate sludge. Limted amounts of various debris (i.e., drumcarcasses, wood, etc.) were m xed
wi thin each category.

2. There are several RCRA-permitted treatnment facilities currently available to treat and di spose of
the various categories of wastes excavated fromthe vault. Al of the vault wastes except for the
soils have been transported to off-site treatment and disposal facilities (see the Explanation of
Significant D fferences dated 12/28/94 and 11/7/95). Vault soils are tenporarily stored in an
on-site hazardous waste storage buil ding.

3. Characterization of vault soils, bench-scale treatability testing, and full-scal e denonstration
tests indicate that off-site chem cal stabilization followed by disposal in a Subtitle C
landfill is an appropriate alternative to the on-site incineration renedy selected for vault

soils in the ROD for OQJ)2. The new information acquired and EPA' s concl usions are di scussed
in nore detail bel ow

1 This Amrendrent pertains only to the ROD for QU 2. Three RODs have been issued for the
Whi t royer Laboratories Site. The RODs for Q)1 and QU3 are explained in the Site history
and are unaffected by this Amendnent.

I'l.  SUMVARY OF THE SI TE H STORY, SELECTED REMEDY AND PRI OR MODI FI CATI ONS

The Whitnoyer Laboratories Site is the location of a fornmer veterinary feed additives and
pharnaceutical s nanufacturing facility. Production began at the Site in 1934 and in the md-1950's, the
facility began using arsenic in the production of feed additives. Qher products produced included a coal-tar
dip, used to treat skin disorders; piperazine, a wornm ng agent; and sul fa drugs, used to inhibit bacterial
growth. In addition to arsenic, a nunber of products manufactured by the facility contained aniline, an
organi ¢ chem cal derived from benzene.

The original Site ower, CW Witnoyer, Sr. sold the facility to the Rohm and Haas Conpany in 1964.
In 1978, Rohm and Haas sold the conmpany to BeechamlInc., who in turn sold the facility to Stafford
Laboratories, Inc. in 1982. Stafford Laboratories, Inc. filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy in md-1984 and



continued operations at the Site until January 1987

EPA began assessing Site conditions in 1984. However, when the facility closed in 1987, the RCRA
Closure Plan had only been partially inplenented. The Site was listed on the National Priority List ("NPL")
in 1986, and throughout 1987, EPA conducted nunerous sanpling activities, both on- and off-site. In 1988, EPA
renmoved approxi mately 400 druns fromthe Site while beginning a fund-1ead Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility
Study. A ROD for Operable Unit One ("QU-1") was issued on June 30, 1989 for the consolidation, removal and
treatnment of concentrated |iquids and decontam nation of 32 tanks and vessels. The OJ 1 renedi al action was
conpl eted in Septenber 1990.

The ROD for OJ2 was issued on Decenber 17, 1990 and addressed the concentrated wastes in the
concrete vault, wastes abandoned in two groups of |agoons, products and niscell aneous material s abandoned in
bui | di ngs, and the buildings and related structures. A conplete description of the selected remedy as well
as EPA's rationale for the decision is presented in the ROD for OQJ 2. The nmajor conponents of the selected
remedy are:

. On-site incineration of the high organic content vault wastes (also referred to as the "upper
vault wastes"), contents of buried druns |ocated adjacent to the vault, residual materials
remai ning in tanks and process vessels, mscellaneous products and feedstocks, and

conbusti bl e denolition debris exhibiting the RCRA arsenic toxicity characteristic

. Fi xati on of |agoon wastes, incineration residuals, and | ow organic content vault wastes.
. Surface cleaning and denolition of contam nated structures.
. Coating and sealing all nonconbustible, perneable denolition debris exhibiting the RCRA arsenic

toxicity characteristic

. Surface cl eani ng the nonconbustible, inperneable denolition debris exhibiting the RCRA arsenic
toxicity characteristic

. Sal vagi ng nonhazardous denolition debris, as feasible

. Di sposal of the following in off-site landfills: the treated wastes; the untreated
nonhazar dous | agoon wastes; the untreated nonhazardous m scel | aneous products/feedstocks; and
the untreated nonhazardous denolition debris that is not sal vaged

On Decenber 30, 1990, the final ROD for Operable Unit Three ("OU-3") was issued. It addressed
contani nated soils and adj acent sedinents, nonhazardous buil di ngs, and ground water. The maj or components of
the remedy included treatment of heavily contam nated soil and sedi ments, capping of renaining
contam nated soils and sedinents, building denolition and sal vagi ng or disposal of debris, and punpi ng and
treatnent of contam nated ground water

On Decenber 28, 1994, EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences ("ESD') that nodified the
remedy to allowthe following materials to be incinerated at an off-site facility:

. Laboratory bottles;

. Woden debris fromthe vault;

. Transfornmers (with and without detectable PCBs);

. Crushed druns with adhering tar-1ike nateri al

. "Unexpected" solid and liquid wastes fromthe vault;

. M scel | aneous naterials fromon-site buil dings

. wooden tanks and process vessels; and

. Conbusti bl e denolition debris exhibiting the RCRA arsenic toxicity characteristic

An ESD No. 2 was issued on Novenber 7, 1995 that selected off-site treatment and di sposal of
addi tional wastes originally deternmined to be treated on-site. ESD No. 2 docunented the decision to: 1)
incinerate the aniline still-bottomtars and carbon/tar wastes excavated fromthe vault at off-site
facilities (several incineration facilities were subsequently used); 2) stabilize the calciumarsenate
sl udge; 3) incinerate wastes with el evated | evel s of organic conpounds, (i.e., fuel and waste oils, aniline
resi dual s, and organi ¢ product residuals); and, 4) stabilize wastes with a |limted amunt of organic
compounds (i.e., floor sweepings, concrete residuals, wood, and debris).

I11. REASONS FOR | SSU NG HVE ROD AMENDIVENT

In the ROD for QU-2, the selected renedy for "upper vault wastes" (UW was bul k excavation
foll owed by the follow ng treatnment steps:



. on-site incineration in the presence of cenent/pozzolan fixative agents (to inhibit arsenic
vol atilization during incineration);

. fixation of incineration residuals using a cement/pozzol an-based process or simlar fixation
process that provides equival ent protection; and

. off-site disposal of the treated residuals.

During inplenmentation of the U S. EPA approved Renedial Design ("RD') Wrk Plan, the responsible
parties, collectively known as the Witnoyer Laboratories Private Study Goup ("WPSG'), excavated the UW
fromthe vault and segregated the wastes into three treatability groups: (1) soil, (2) carbon/tar mxture,
and (3) tar. The characterization results for the wastes in these treatability groups were provided to U. S
EPA in the July 29, 1994 Vault Wastes Characterization Results Report ("Characterization Results Report").
Of-site incineration of the carbon and tar wastes began in Decenber 1996 and is expected to be conpl eted by
January 1999.

For the remaining UWWtreatability group, which consists of approxinmately 1,400 yd 3 of
arseni c-contam nated vault soils, W.PSGidentified an alternative to the ROD sel ected remedy of on-site
inci neration. Based on new i nformation devel oped during the RD, including characterization of the vault
soils, extensive bench-scale treatability testing, and full-scale testing, it was denonstrated that off-site
chem cal fixation (a.k.a. stabilization) and disposal of the treated soils at a Subtitle Clandfill is an
appropriate alternative to on-site incineration.

The rationale for the identification of stabilization as an appropriate treatment technol ogy for the
vault soils, and its identification of appropriate treatnent |evels are discussed bel ow, along with an
eval uation of stabilization vis-a-vis the renedy selection criteria specified in the National G| and
Hazar dous Substances Pol | uti on Contingency Pl an, as anmended, ("NCP'), 40 C F.R Part 300.

I'V. DESCRI PTION OF THE NEW ALTERNATI VE

As discussed in detail in the Characterization Results Report, the vault soils contain primarily
arsenic and relatively | ow concentrations of organic conpounds. Wth regard to the organic content, the vault
soils are nmore simlar to the calcium arsenate sludge excavated fromthe | ower portion of the vault (Lower
Vault Wastes - "LVW), which also contain primarily arsenic, than to the UWWcarbon/tar and tar groups which
contain elevated | evel s of arsenic and organi c conmpounds. This conparison is shown bel ow.

Arsenic Ani line
Cont ent Cont ent
Waste G oup average % average %
Vault Soi l 9 0.2
LVW 20 0.1*
Car bon/ Tar 11 10
Tar 10 10

* maxi mum concentrati on

Because of the vault soils, chemcal simlarity to the LVW for which W.PSG denonstrated that
stabilization provides effective treatnment, WPSG undertook a series of bench-scale tests to evaluate the
effectiveness of stabilization. The results of these treatability tests are sunmari zed bel ow.

As shown in the Characterization Results Report, the vault soils exhibit only the D004 (arsenic)
characteristic. Therefore, the only potentially applicable Land D sposal Restrictions ("LDR') treatnment
standard for the soils is arsenic at 5 ng/L as a constituent concentration in waste extract. 40 CF. R Part
268. Although organic constituents were detected at low levels in the soils, no applicable treatnent
standards exist for these constituents under current regulations. Additionally, for soils that are subject to
LDR treatnent standards, conpliance with an LDR treatnment standard can be achieved by using a treatability
variance, as explained in U S EPA s Superfund LDR Quide #6A (see Adm nistrative Record) . Under a
treatability variance, an alternate treatnent level for soil with arsenic concentrations greater than 10
ng/ kg woul d be the achi evenent of greater than 90%reduction in TCLP-arsenic concentration.

Bench-scal e stabilization treatability tests, were conducted in 1995 to identify a fornulation that
could feasibly and consistently achieve the 5 ng/L arsenic LDR treatnment standard for D004 wastes. The
investigation began with the chem cal formulation that W.PSG had denonstrated, after extensive bench- scal e
tests, to be successful in treating the calciumarsenate sludge to meet the LDR treatnment standard. However,
when applied to vault soils, that fornulation (and several other variations of the fornulation) was unable to
achieve the 5 ng/L (arsenic) LDR treatment standard, although virtually all of the formulations tested were
able to achieve a 90% reduction in the TCLP-arseni c concentration.



Ful | -scal e stabilization denonstration tests were conducted in Novenber 1996 to confirmthat: 1)
off-site stabilization can be inplenented at full-scale; 2) adequate reduction in | eachable arsenic (i.e.
TCLP arsenic) can be achieved; and, 3) vault soils will be accepted at one or nore off-site disposa
facilities in accordance with the facility's Waste Analysis Plan and RCRA pernit requirenents

Prior to testing, each facility obtained at | east one representative sanple of the vault soils for
anal ysis of TCLP-arsenic and TCLP-aniline. Each facility also conducted post-treatnent verification analysis
for TCLP-arsenic and TCLP-aniline followi ng treatnent of each batch. The vault soils are characterized as
a RCRA hazardous waste for arsenic only (D004 waste code) . As such, TCLP-arsenic is the only applicable LDR
treatnment standard for the vault soils. Al though organic constituents were detected at low levels in the
vault soils, no applicable treatment standards exist for these constituents under current regul ations
Therefore, the LDR treatnment standard for arsenic is the only treatment standard that applies. An eval uation
of the pre- and post-treatnent TCLP-aniline concentration was recomrended by U. S. EPA to determne the effect
the full-scale stabilization process had on the | eachability of aniline

Ful | -scal e denpbnstration tests were conducted at the US Ecol ogy (Beatty, Nevada) and Chem cal Waste
Managenent (Emelle, Al abama) RCRA Subtitle C facilities where sinilar testing for the lower vault wastes were
previously conducted. Both facilities achieved a greater than 90%reduction in TCLP-arsenic, with US Ecol ogy
achi eving a reduction of 95.8%and 98.1% Al though bench-scale testing reveal ed a substantial decrease in
TCLP-aniline (88%, full-scale testing at both facilities indicated an increase in TCLP-aniline (see
Adm ni strative Record for Results of Full-Scale Tests for Upper Vault Soils).

WLPSG contacted US Ecol ogy and Chemi cal Waste managenent in the Spring of 1997 regarding the |eve
of leachable aniline fromthe stabilized soils. A representative fromeach facility coordinated with the
appropriate regul atory agency (Nevada Departnent of Environnmental Protection and EPA Region IV,

respectively) to ensure that they were aware of the organic constituents in the soil and EPA Region Ill's
plans to anend the RCD for QU2 to stabilize the vault soils. Both the Nevada Department of Environnental
Protection and EPA Region |V indicated they, would support the issuance of the Region Il treatability

variance to stabilize the vault soils (i.e., achieve a reduction in TCLP-arsenic greater than 90% and were
not concerned with the relatively low |l evels of |eachable aniline

Based on the results of the bench-scale and full-scale tests, it has been denonstrat ed-t hat
stabilization of the soils can conply with the applicable LDR treatnment standard for arsenic through the use
of atreatability variance. The fixation fornulation identified through W.PSG s extensive testing can
consi stently and feasibly reduce TCLP-arsenic concentrations by nore than 90% An evaluation of off-site
stabilization vis-a-vis the renedy selection criteria specified in the NCP is presented bel ow to support the
conclusion that off-site stabilization is an appropriate alternative to the ROD-sel ected renedy of on-site
incineration of the vault soils.

V. EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Both on-site incineration followed by stabilization of residuals and off-site stabilization rely on
i mrobi i zation of the arsenic to protect human health and the environment, and do not result in the
destruction of arsenic, the principal hazardous constituent of: the soils. Both renedi es provi de adequate
protection of human heal th and the environment.

The concentration and/or nobility of the relatively mnor organic constituents of the soils are not
expected to be significantly inpacted by the chem cal additions necessary during off-site stabilization of
the soils. Chenmical conversion (e.g., oxidation) and physical depletion (e.g., volatilization) during the
stabilization process nmay reduce the concentration of the organic constituents. A though the relatively mnor
organi c constituents of the soils nmay not be destroyed as they would be in incineration, the relatively |ow
concentrations of these constituents remaining after off-site stabilization and disposal in a Subtitle C
landfill would be expected to present insignificant risk to human health and the environmnent.

Stabilized soils will be disposed at a Subtitle Clandfill constructed with liners and | eachate
collection systens. As a result, off-site stabilization of soils and disposal of the treated soils at a
Subtitle Cfacility would provide protection of human health and the environnment by 1) immobilizing arsenic,
the principal hazardous constituent in the soil, and other constituents of the soils, and 2) significantly
reducing the potential for exposure to the treated soils. In addition, off-site stabilization of the soils
woul d elinminate potential exposures frompotentially hazardous em ssions that may occur during on-site
incineration of the soils, thus providing to the community around the Wiitnoyer Site (or off-site
incinerator) a greater |evel of overall protection than that provided by the RCD sel ected renedy.

Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)



Of-site stabilization of the vault soils will conply with LDR treatnment requirements with the use
of a treatability variance as discussed above, and all other applicable state and federal ARARs. This signed
Amendrrent to the ROD for QU2 by the EPA Region |11 Regional Adm nistrator hereby provides the
treatability variance required to performthe stabilization of the vault soils.

The on-site handling, |oading, and pre-transportation preparation of the vault soils will be
conducted in accordance with the follow ng Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs):

a) Federal Requirenents

. 40 CF.R°261.3; °261.7; °261.10; °261.24 and °261.33 - RCRA
Regul ations for Hazardous Waste l|dentification;

. 40 CF. R Part 264, Subparts I, L, CC, and DD - Standards
for owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatnent,
Storage, and D sposal Facilities: Use and Managenent of
Contai ners; Waste Piles; Air Emssion Standards for Tanks,
Sur face | npoundnents, and Containers; Contai nment Buil di ngs.

b) State Requirenents

. 25 PA Code ©°261.3; ©°261.7; ©°261.10; °261.24 and °261. 33 -
Pennsyl vani a regul ati ons for Hazardous Waste Identification;

. 25 PA Code Chapter 264, subparts I, L and T - Pennsylvania
regul ati ons for Omers and Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatnment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities: Use and
Managenent of Containers; Waste Piles; Containment Buil di ngs;

. 25 PA Code °123.1 and °123.2 - Pennsylvania regul ati ons for
air pollution control of fugitive em ssions.

In addition to the conpliance with ARARs, conpliance with all applicable federal, state, and | ocal
statutes, regulations and ordi nances regarding the off-site transportation, storage, treatnent and di sposal
of vault soils and debris is required.

Long- term Effectiveness and Permanence

The long-termeffectiveness of off-site stabilization with disposal in a Subtitle Clandfill would
be simlar to that for on-site incineration, since both alternatives would rely on i nmobilization and
engi neering controls to minimze potential exposure to arsenic. Al though incineration would enhance |ong-term
effectiveness and permanence through destruction of organic contam nants, stabilization has been shown to
reduce the nobility of arsenic in vault soils.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent

The ROD sel ected renedy of on-site incineration would decrease the toxicity of the wastes by
physically altering the organic contam nants in the soil. However, incineration would not reduce the toxicity
or volune of the principal hazardous constituent, arsenic, and could potentially nobilize arsenic into the
environnent. According to the ROD renedy, vault wastes would would be incinerated in the presence of
cenment/pozzol an fixative agent to inhibit arsenic volatilization during the thermal treatment step. Gven the
| ow organi ¢ content of the vault soils, any reduction in the volume of soil by incineration would be nore
than of fset by the addition of these fixative agents. Furthernore, fixation of the incineration residuals
using a cement/ pozzol an- based process woul d further increase the final volume of treated soils

Of-site stabilization would virtually elimnate any potential for arsenic to be nobilized into the
envi ronnent because arsenic nobility woul d be reduced by greater than 90% and the treated soils woul d be
di sposed in a Subtitle Clandfill with liners and a | eachate collection system The addition of
stabilizing agents to the soils would increase the soil volune; however, this increase is expected to be
conparable to the volume increase resulting fromon-site incineration followed by stabilization of the
residual material.

Short-term Ef f ecti veness

The period of time needed to conplete the stabilization of the soils is expected to be
approxi mately six nmonths. W.PSG has identified at least two facilities that can accept and treat the soils,



whi ch decreases the anobunt of time needed to conplete the remedy. This is significantly | ess than the anount
of tine required to incinerate the soils either on-site or even at an off-site location. On-site incineration
woul d take several years to inplement and raise serious concerns regarding the potential for arsenic

vol atilization and accidental releases. Of-site incineration has been selected in the two previous ESDs to
treat wastes requiring incineration. However, due to the linited capacity of off-site incinerators that are
abl e to accept arsenic-contam nated waste streans and the amount of site wastes still waiting to be treated,
it would be approxi mately one year before the facilities could even begin to treat the vault soils.

Conpl etion of off-site incineration would likely take several years and require |l ong-term storage either
on-site or at an alternate |ocation

Of-site transportati on under either alternative would be conducted in accordance with all ARARs.
Under these requirenents, transportation risks would be very |low for both alternatives

| npl emrentability

WLPSG has identified adequate off -site treatment and di sposal capacity for the soils and at |east
two facilities that can accept and stabilize the soils. For the on-site incineration renmedy, a facility would
need to be designed, constructed, and tested to ensure it would not pose an unacceptable risk to the
surroundi ng community. As a result, incinerating the wastes on-site would be a nuch nore conplicated remedy
to inplement with a greater potential for delay. Incinerating the wastes at an of f- site location would be
a less conplicated remedy to inplenent when conpared to on-site incineration; however, as discussed above
the time required to inplement off-site incineration is several years longer than the tine required to
stabilize the soils and place themin a Subtitle Clandfill.

Cost

The present-worth cost for stabilization of the 1400 yd 3 of soils is expected to be approxi mately
$685, 000, including transportation costs to Beatty, Nevada. On-site handling costs are not included but would
be a constant factor regardless of the treatment inplemented. Off-site incineration costs range from$ 2.4 -
3.1 nillion, depending on the facility performng the incineration. On-site incineration costs would be
significantly higher than the cost to incinerate at an off-site facility.

St at e Accept ance

The commonweal th of Pennsylvania did not concur with the selection of the on-site incineration
remedy. On July 22, 1996 PADEP indicated that they support nodifying the ROD to, treat vault wastes at
off-site |l ocations where possible. PADEP concurred with the two ESDS which sel ected off-site treatnent
locations for wastes originally selected for on-site incineration and on-site stabilization. On January 9
1998 PADEP concurred with the proposed Amendnment to the ROD for QU 2.

Communi ty Accept ance.

Conmmmuni ty concerns have been raised regarding the safety of on-site incineration since EPA proposed
the remedy in 1990. Several hones are imediately adjacent to the Site and a grammar school is |ocated
approximately 1/2 mle north of the Site. EPA discussed the strategy to treat the vault wastes at off-site
| ocations during several public meetings since the issuance of the ROD in 1990. During each discussion, the
citizens and |l ocal officials present strongly supported the selection of off-site treatment facilities and
continued to express strong concerns regarding on-site incineration. On-site incineration was selected in the
OJ 2 ROD because off-site facilities were not available to incinerate the arsenic-contam nated wastes in
1990.

VI. SUPPORT AGENCY COMMENTS

Al of the above changes to the remedy have been coordinated with representatives of PADEP pursuant
to 40 CF. R ©° 300.435(c)(2). PADEP subnitted a letter on January 9, 1998 concurring with the changes to the
sel ected renedy as described in this Arendnent to the RCD for QU 2.

VII. AFFI RVATI ON OF THE STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA has determined that the revised renedy conplies with the statutory requirenents of CERCLA °
121, 42. U S.C. ° 9621. Considering the new informati on that has been devel oped and the changes that have
been nade to the sel ected remedy, EPA believes that the remedy remains protective of human health and the
environnent, conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to
this Renedial Action as described in the ROD for OJ)2 for this Site, and is cost-effective. |In addition, the
revised remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum ext ent
practicable for this Site



VIIl. PUBLIC PARTICl PATI ON

A draft of the Arendnent to the ROD for OJ2 was rel eased for public comment as part of the
Adm ni strative Record file on February 3, 1998. The Adninistrative Record al so includes the RODS for QU 1,
QU2 and QU 3, and all docunents that formed the basis for EPA's selection of the cleanup renedy in the RODS.
A summary of the proposed Arendnent and ot her rel ated docunents and the information upon which it is based
have been included in the Admi nistrative Record file and the infornation repository for this Site. The
Adm ni strative Record is available for public review at the locations |isted bel ow

U S EPA Region III

841 Chestnut Buil di ng

Phi | adel phia, PA 19107

Hours: Mon. - Fri., 9:00 am - 4:00 p.m

Whi t moyer Conmunity Library
199 North Coll ege Street
Myer st own, PA 17067

The notice of availability of these docunents was published in the Lebanon Daily News on February
3, 1998. The public was provided thirty (30) days fromthe notice date to submt coments. Two letters were
recei ved during the public comrent period and have been added to the Administrative Record. Both letters were
fromelected officials who stated their support of the proposed Arendnent to the Record of Decision

<I M5 SRC 98147A>



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
FOR THE
AVENDMENT TO THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
OPERABLE UNI T TWOD
VWH TMOYER LABORATCRI ES SUPERFUND SI TE
MYERSTOMN, LEBANON COUNTY, PENNSYLVAN A

Publ i ¢ Comment Period
February 3, 1998 through March 4, 1998

Responsi veness Summary
Whi t royer Laboratories Superfund Site
Myer st own, Lebanon County, Pennsyl vani a

Thi s Responsi veness Sunmary is divided into the foll ow ng sections:

I. Summary of Major Comments and Questions Received During the
Public Meeting and EPA Responses

Thi s section docunments comrents and questions during the February 10,
1998 Public Meeting which was held at the Jackson Townshi p Muini ci pal
Bui l ding in Myerstown, PA

Il1. Summary of Major Comments and Questions Received During the
Publ i ¢ Comrent Period EPA Responses

This section provides a conprehensive response to all significant
comrents received in witing by EPA during the Public Conmmrent period

Part |: Summary of Commentors' Major Issues and Concerns During this Public Meeting

This section, provides a summary of commentors' major issues and concerns and EPA's
response to those issues and concerns during the February 10, 1998 Public neeting. A copy of
the conplete transcript fromthat meeting is included in the Adm nistrative Record
"Commentors" nay include | ocal honeowners, representatives from nearby businesses, el ected
officials, and representatives of potentially responsible parties ("PRPs).

1. Alocal elected official stated his support for the offsite treatment of site wastes but al so
expressed concern for the people residing in the area where the wastes are to be treated

EPA Response: The facility that will be treating the soils is permtted, designed, and built to
recei ve such waste and conduct the required treatnment activities. Facilities such as these are
located in areas in order to have a ninimal inpact to the surrounding area

2. Acitizen inquired about the nethod of transporting the wastes fromthe Wit noyer
Laboratories Site

EPA Response: Wastes will be shipped fromthe site via rail cars or trucks. Rail cars are
carefully lined and covered prior to shipnent. Wastes are transferred into large containers if
transported via truck. Al rail cars and trucks will be inspected before |leaving the site

3. Acitizen inquired about the |evel of hazardous waste in the soil

EPA Response: Arsenic is in soils at levels to 10 to 12 percent and aniline can be detected at
up to 2 percent.

4. A local elected official requested an update on the ground water treatment facility.
EPA Response: The ground water treatnent facility will treat up to 250 - 300 gal |l ons of
contam nated ground water per mnute. The extraction wells w |l capture approximately 97% of

the plunme and construction is anticipated to be conpleted in April 1998.

5. During the update on future site activities, a citizen requested clarification on future
nmodi fications to the Record of Decision in regard to onsite and adjacent surface soils.

EPA Response: EPA has not nade ny decision to nodify this portion of the Record of Decision
at this tinme although changes are being considered. Soil sanples are being collected to gather



addi tional information needed to nake a recommendati on which will be subject to Public notice
and comment prior to EPA's final decision

6. An attendee at the neeting requested information regarding the length of time to punp and
treat the ground water the |l evel of contamination remaining after treatment, and the presence of
organi c chemcal s

EPA Response: Punping will likely take several decades the arsenic cleanup level is 50 parts
per billion, and various organi ¢ chem cals such as aniline, tetrachl oroethene, and
1, 2-di chl oroet hene are al so present.

7. Acitizen requested additional infornation about the stabilization process.

EPA Response: EPA requested the Design Engi neer to describe the process. M. Jennifer

Bryson of ENVI RON described that stabilization is a two-step process. The first step is

pat ent ed process which converts the arsenic into a formthat nmakes it nore easily bound to other
conmpounds. The second part of the process is to add a cenent-like mxture to solidify the

material prior to disposing it into alined cell in a hazardous waste landfill. The landfill is then
covered with a nulti-Ilayer cap

Part II. Summary of Major Comments and Questions Received in Witing During the
Publ i ¢ Conment Peri od

1. Pennsylvania Senator David J. Brighthill submtted a letter supporting the Arendnent to the
Record of Decision stating that "EPA has proven flexible and responsive to input from nearby
comunities by finding a different solution to this problem[other than on-site incineration]."
EPA Response: No response was necessary.

2. Pennsyl vani a Representative Peter J. Zug also subnitted a |etter supporting EPA s proposed
Anmendment to the Record of Decision, stating that... "this proposal will provide a safe, effective

alternative to on-site incineration."”

EPA Response: No response was necessary.



